REMARKS 

Claims 1-15 were pending in the above-referenced application prior to this 
amendment. Claims 1, 4, 6, 7, 10, 11 and 13 are amended herein and claims 2, 5, 13 
and 15 are cancelled. Thus, claims 1, 3, 4, 6-12 and 14 remain for consideration. 

Second replacement drawing sheets 1-4 are submitted herewith including the 
corrections suggested by the Examiner in the Office Action of November 30, 2004. 
The amendments to the drawings are as follows: 

FIG. 1: A visor labeled with the reference numeral 13 has been added to the 
drawing. 

FIG. 4: The reference numerals identifying the magnets attached to the mirror 
frame 12 have been changed to "37". 

FIG. 5: The reference numeral identifying a forward viewing user has been 
changed to "43". 

No new matter has been added to the drawings. Applicants submit that the 
replacement drawing sheets 1-4 filed herewith comply with 37 CFR 1.83(a) and 1.84. 

The specification and claims have been amended as set forth above to correct 
the informalities identified by the Examiner. 

Claims 10, and 11 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112 as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
Applicant regards as the invention. 

Applicant has amended claims 10 and 11 as indicated above to correct the 
indefiniteness issues identified by the Examiner and to comply with 35 U.S.C. § 112. 
Accordingly, the rejection of claims 10 and 11 under 35 U.S.C. § 112 should be 
withdrawn. 

Claim 15 has been rejected as allegedly being anticipated by U.S. Pat. No. 
4,394,065 to Swanson (hereinafter referred to as "Swanson"). 
Claim 15 is cancelled herein. 
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Claims 1, 2, 4, 7, 12 and 15 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Pat. No. 2,140,069 to Bostwick (hereinafter referred to as 
"Bostwick"). The rejection is traversed and reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Bostwick discloses a triplicate folding hand mirror having a main section and 
auxiliary sections pivotally mounted at opposing ends of the main section. Each of 
the auxiliary sections are movable relative to the main section from a folded to an 
extended position and have a reflective surface on one side thereof. The auxiliary 
sections are attached to the main section such that the reflective surfaces thereon face 
the main section when the auxiliary sections are in the folded position. (See 
Bostwick, col. 1, 1. 46 - col. 2, 1. 41; Figs. 1 and 2). 

Claim 1 has been amended herein to recite a multi-view mirror for use in a 
vehicle including inter alia, a frame and first and second mirrors pivotally mounted 
to the frame. Amended claim 1 further recites that each of the first and second 
mirrors are mounted to the frame such that a reflective surface thereon faces away 
from the mirror when the mirrors are in a closed position. Bostwick does not 
disclose a multi-view mirror configured as in amended claim 1 wherein the reflective 
surface of first and second mirrors face away from a frame to which the first and 
second mirrors are mounted. 

For a prior art reference to anticipate a claim, the reference must disclose each 
and every element of a claim, arranged as in the claim. For at least the reasons set 
forth above, Bostwick does not teach each and every element of recited in 
Applicant's amended claim 1. Therefore, it cannot be maintained that Bostwick 
anticipates amended claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102. Accordingly, for at least the 
above-identified reasons, the rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) based on 
Bostwick should be withdrawn and this action is respectfully requested. 

Claims 2, 4, 7 and 12 depend from claim 1 and thereby include all of the 
limitations of claim 1 and also include additional limitations. Since, amended claim 
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1 is not anticipated by Bostwick for at least the above-identified reasons, dependent 
claims 2, 4, 7 and 12 are also not anticipated by Bostwick. 

Accordingly, for at least the above-identified reasons, the rejection of claims 2, 
4, 7 and 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by Bostwick should also be 
withdrawn. 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 7, 12 and 15 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Pat. No. 4,487,479 to Tolomeo, Sr. (hereinafter referred to as 
/ Tolomeo // ). Claims 2 and 15 are cancelled. The rejection is traversed and 
reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Tolomeo discloses a three-part mirror construction having a central part and a 
pair of endwise-swingable mounted side mirror parts. The side mirror parts are 
constructed such that the mirrors in a collapsed position, face each other mirror to 
mirror wherein the side mirror parts face the central part. 
(See Tolomeo, abstract; Figs. 1 and 4). 

Claim 1 has been amended herein to recite a multi-view mirror for use in a 
vehicle including inter alia, a frame and first and second mirrors pivotally mounted 
to the frame. Amended claim 1 further recites that each of the first and second 
mirrors are mounted to the frame such that a reflective surface thereon faces away 
from the mirror when the mirrors are in a closed position. Tolomeo does not 
disclose a multi-view mirror configured as in amended claim 1 wherein the reflective 
surface of first and second mirrors face away from a frame to which the first and 
second mirrors are mounted. 

For a prior art reference to anticipate a claim, the reference must disclose each 
and every element of a claim, arranged as in the claim. For at least the reasons set 
forth above, Tolomeo does not teach each and every element of recited in Applicant's 
amended claim 1. Therefore, it cannot be maintained that Tolomeo anticipates 
amended claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102. Accordingly, for at least the above-identified 
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reasons, the rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C § 102(b) based on Tolomeo should be 
withdrawn and this action is respectfully requested. 

Claims 4, 7 and 12 depend from claim 1 and thereby include all of the 
limitations of claim 1 and also include additional limitations. Since, amended claim 
1 is not anticipated by Tolomeo for at least the above-identified reasons, dependent 
claims 4, 7 and 12 are also not anticipated by Tolomeo. 

Accordingly, for at least the above-identified reasons, the rejection of claims 4, 
7 and 12, under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by Tolomeo should also be 
withdrawn. 

Claims 1-4, 12 and 15 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Pat. No. 6,007,206 to Chang, (hereinafter referred to as "Chang"). 
The rejection is traversed and reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Chang discloses a comb mirror for improving health of a human body. The 
Chang comb mirror includes a body portion defining an inner space. A plurality of 
far infrared ray lamps are installed in the inner space. Each of two sides of the body 
includes a mirror door rotatably attached to the body. A plan mirror is attached to 
the outer surface of each mirror door. A concave mirror is attached to the inner 
surface of each mirror door. When the mirror doors are opened, far infrared light is 
emitted. The concave mirrors serve to focus the far infrared light rays towards a 
persons body positioned in front of the comb mirror. 

Claim 1 has been amended herein to recite a multi-view mirror for use in a 
vehicle including inter alia, a frame and first and second mirrors pivotally mounted 
to the frame. Amended claim 1 further recites that each of the first and second 
mirrors are mounted to the frame such that in a closed position, wherein the first and 
second mirrors are positioned substantially adjacent the frame, the inside edge of the 
first mirror is substantially adjacent the inside edge of the second mirror such that 
the first and second mirror form a flat mirror generally in the plane of the frame. 
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Additionally, claim 1 recites a multi-view mirror including attachment means 
coupled to the frame for attaching the frame to the visor of a vehicle. 

First, the Chang reference does not disclose a multi-use mirror for use in a 
vehicle including attachment means for attaching a frame of the mirror to the visor in 
a vehicle. Rather, the Chang comb mirror is a cabinet-type structure which houses a 
plurality of far infrared lights in a body portion and includes door frames each 
having a mirror attached to both sides of the door. Accordingly, the Chang comb 
mirror is much too large to be attached to the visor of a vehicle and does not teach or 
suggest providing attachment means for attaching the body of the comb mirror to 
the visor of a vehicle. 

Secondly, claim 1 recites that the first and second mirrors are pivotally 
mounted at the outward edges thereof such that the inside edges of the first and 
second mirrors are substantially adjacent one another when the mirrors are in a 
closed position. Chang does not disclose such an arrangement. In fact, as shown in 
FIG. 1 of Chang, a handle 23 is attached to the outer surface of the mirror doors near 
the edges thereof. (See, Chang, col. 2, 11. 21-22). Thus, in a closed position, the inside 
edges of the plan mirrors of Chang are spaced apart one from the other. 

For a prior art reference to anticipate a claim, the reference must disclose each 
and every element of a claim, arranged as in the claim. For at least the reasons set 
forth above, Chang does not teach each and every element of recited in Applicant's 
amended claim 1. Therefore, it cannot be maintained that Chang anticipates 
amended claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102. Accordingly, for at least the above-identified 
reasons, the rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) based on Chang should be 
withdrawn and this action is respectfully requested. 

Claims 3, 4 and 12 depend from claim 1 and thereby include all of the 
limitations of claim 1 and also include additional limitations. Since, amended claim 
1 is not anticipated by Chang for at least the above-identified reasons, dependent 
claims 3, 4 and 12 are also not anticipated by Chang. 
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Accordingly, for at least the above-identified reasons, the rejection of claims 3, 
4 and 12, under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by Chang should also be 
withdrawn. 

Claims 1, 4 and 10 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Pat. No. 1,088,764 to Booth, (hereinafter referred to as "Booth"). 
The rejection is traversed and reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Booth discloses a swinging mirror for wardrobes and dressers. The Booth 
patent discloses furniture including one or more mirrors. 

Claim 1 has been amended herein to recite a multi-view mirror for use in a 
vehicle including inter alia, a frame and first and second mirrors pivotally mounted 
to the frame. Amended claim 1 further recites that each of the first and second 
mirrors are mounted to the frame such that in a closed position, wherein the first and 
second mirrors are positioned substantially adjacent the frame, the inside edge of the 
first mirror is substantially adjacent the inside edge of the second mirror such that 
the first and second mirror form a flat mirror generally in the plane of the frame. 
Additionally, claim 1 recites a multi-view mirror including attachment means 
coupled to the frame for attaching the frame to the visor of a vehicle. 

Nothing in the Booth reference discloses a multi-use mirror for use in a 
vehicle including attachment means for attaching a frame of the mirror to the visor in 
a vehicle as recited in amended claim 1. Furthermore, claim 1 recites that the first 
and second mirrors are pivotally mounted at the outward edges thereof such that the 
inside edges of the first and second mirrors are substantially adjacent one another 
when the mirrors are in a closed position. Booth does not disclose such an 
arrangement. In fact, as shown in FIG. 2 of Booth, the mirrors 13 are mounted at the 
center of the doors 12 such that the inner edges of the doors separate and the door 
handles 17 separate the inside edges of the mirrors. (See, Booth, Fig. 2). Thus, in a 
closed position, the inside edges of the dresser mirrors of Booth are spaced apart one 
from the other. 
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For a prior art reference to anticipate a claim, the reference must disclose each 
and every element of a claim, arranged as in the claim. For at least the reasons set 
forth above, Booth does not teach each and every element of recited in Applicant's 
amended claim 1. Therefore, it cannot be maintained that Booth anticipates 
amended claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102. Accordingly, for at least the above-identified 
reasons, the rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) based on Booth should be 
withdrawn and this action is respectfully requested. 

Claims 4 and 10 depend from claim 1 and thereby include all of the 
limitations of claim 1 and also include additional limitations. Since, amended claim 
1 is not anticipated by Booth for at least the above-identified reasons, dependent 
claims 4 and 10 are also not anticipated by Booth. 

Accordingly, for at least the above-identified reasons, the rejection of claims 4 
and 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by Booth should also be withdrawn. 

Claims 1, 7, 9 and 10 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Pat. No. 4,775,231 to Granzow et al. (hereinafter referred to as 
"Granzow"). The rejection is traversed and reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Granzow discloses a foldable mirror structure for providing self-observation 
reflective images from any desired position about a user. The mirror structure 
includes a main frame with a primary reflector pivotalby mounted centrally thereon. 
Right and left hand secondary reflectors are coupled to the opposite sides of the 
frame by coupling frames and are pivotably movable between folded and extended 
positions. 

Claim 1 has been amended herein to recite a multi-view mirror for use in a 
vehicle including inter alia, a frame and first and second mirrors pivo tally mounted 
to the frame. Amended claim 1 further recites that each of the first and second 
mirrors are mounted to the frame such that in a closed position, wherein the first and 
second mirrors are positioned substantially adjacent the frame, the inside edge of the 
first mirror is substantially adjacent the inside edge of the second mirror such that 
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the first and second mirror form a flat mirror generally in the plane of the frame. 
Additionally, claim 1 recites a multi-view mirror including attachment means 
coupled to the frame for attaching the frame to the visor of a vehicle. 

Nothing in the Granzow reference discloses a multi-use mirror for use in a 
vehicle including attachment means for attaching a frame of the mirror to the visor in 
a vehicle as recited in amended claim 1. Furthermore, claim 1 recites that the first 
and second mirrors are pivo tally mounted at the outward edges thereof such that the 
inside edges of the first and second mirrors are substantially adjacent one another 
when the mirrors are in a closed position. Granzow does not teach or suggest such 
an arrangement. In fact, as shown in FIG. 2 of Granzow, the mirrors 114 and 120 are 
mounted to the frames 116 and 122 respectively, such that the inner edges of the 
frames are spaced apart one from the other. (See, Granzow, Fig. 2). Thus, in a closed 
position, the inside edges of the mirrors of Granzow are not substantially adjacent 
one another as recited in amended claim 1. 

For a prior art reference to anticipate a claim, the reference must disclose each 
and every element of a claim, arranged as in the claim. For at least the reasons set 
forth above, Granzow does not teach each and every element of recited in 
Applicant's amended claim 1 . Therefore, it cannot be maintained that Granzow 
anticipates amended claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102. Accordingly, for at least the 
above-identified reasons, the rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) based on 
Granzow should be withdrawn and this action is respectfully requested. 

Claims 7, 9 and 10 depend from claim 1 and thereby include all of the 
limitations of claim 1 and also include additional limitations. Since, amended claim 
1 is not anticipated by Granzow for at least the above-identified reasons, dependent 
claims 7, 9 and 10 are also not anticipated by Granzow. 

Accordingly, for at least the above-identified reasons, the rejection of claims 7, 
9 and 10 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by Granzow should also be 
withdrawn. 
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Claims 6 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Tolomeo in view of U.S. Patent No. 2,097,419 to Schmidt, (hereinafter referred to 
as "Schmidt"), U.S. No. 3,588,233 to Lambert (hereinafter referred to as "Lambert"), or 
U.S. Patent No. 4,394,065 to Swanson (hereinafter referred to as "Swanson"). Claim 
13 is cancelled. 

Claim 6 depends from claim 1. The Examiner's rejections of each of claim 6 is 
based on Tolomeo as a primary reference and the Examiner's above-identified 
determination that Tolomeo anticipates Applicant's claim 1. For at least the above- 
identified reasons, Tolomeo does not teach or suggest all of the elements of claim 1 
as amended herein. Therefore, the Examiner has not established that Tolomeo in 
view of Schmidt, Lambert or Swanson teach or suggest each and every element of 
claim 6. 

Accordingly, for at least the above-identified reasons, claim 6 is not obvious 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Tolomeo in view of Schmidt, Lambert or Swanson. 
Thus, the rejection of claim 6 should be withdrawn. 

Claims 7, 8 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chang in view of U.S. Patent No. 3,589,049 to Cornelius, (hereinafter referred to 
as "Cornelius"), U.S. Patent No. 4,973,020 to Canadas (hereinafter referred to as 
"Canadus"), or U.S. Patent No. 4,764,852 to Sakuma (hereinafter referred to as 
"Sakuma"). Claim 13 is cancelled. 

Claims 7 and 8 each depend from claim 1. The Examiner's rejections of each 
of claims 7 and 8 are based on Chang as a primary reference and the Examiner's 
above-identified determination that Chang anticipates Applicant's claim 1. For at 
least the above-identified reasons, Chang does not teach or suggest all of the 
elements of claim 1 as amended herein. Therefore, the Examiner has not established 
that Chang in view of Cornelius, Canadas, or Sakuma teach or suggest each and 
every element of claims 7 and 8. 
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Accordingly, for at least the above-identified reasons, claims 7 and 8 are not 
obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Chang in view of Cornelius, Canadas or 
Sakuma. Thus, the rejections of claims 7 and 8 should be withdrawn and these 
claims allowed. 

Claims 8 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bostwick in view of the Cornelius, Canadas or Sakuma references. Claim 13 is 
cancelled. 

Claim 8 depends from claim 1. The Examiner's rejections of each of claim 8 is 
based on Bostwick as a primary reference and the Examiner's above-identified 
determination that Bostwick anticipates Applicant's claim 1. For at least the above- 
identified reasons, Bostwick does not teach or suggest all of the elements of claim 1 
as amended herein. Therefore, the Examiner has not established that Bostwick in 
view of Cornelius, Canadas, or Sakuma teach or suggest each and every element of 
claim 8. 

Accordingly, for at least the above-identified reasons, claim 8 is not obvious 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Bostwick in view of Cornelius, Canadas or Sakuma. 
Thus, the rejections of claim 8 should be withdrawn. 

Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chang in view of Norway Patent No. 0065043 to Zeis (hereinafter referred to as 
"Zeis"). 

Claim 14 depends from claim 1. The Examiner's rejection of claim 14 is based 
on Chang as a primary reference and the Examiner's above : identified determination 
that Chang anticipates Applicant's claim 1. For at least the above-identified reasons, 
Chang does not teach or suggest all of the elements of claim 1 as amended herein. 
Therefore, the Examiner has not established that Chang in view of Zeis teachs or 
suggests each and every element of claim 14. 
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Accordingly, for at least the above-identified reasons, claim 14 is not obvious 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Chang in view of Zeis. Thus, the rejection of claim 14 
should be withdrawn. 

Applicant graciously acknowledges the Examiner's determination that claim 
11 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 
second paragraph as set forth in the Office Action and to include all of the limitations 
of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Accordingly, claim 11 has been amended herein to independent form 
including all of the limitations of base claim 1. Thus, amended claim 11 should now 
be allowed and this action is respectfully requested. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that claims 1, 3, 4, 6-12 
and 14 are allowable. All issues; raised by the Examiner having been addressed 
herein, an early action to that effect is earnestly solicited. 

No fees or deficiencies in fees are believed to be owed. However 
authorization is hereby given to charge our Deposit Account No. 13-0235 in the event 
any such fees are owed. 




Respectfully submitted, 



McCormick, Paulding & Huber LLP 

CityPlace II 

185 Asylum Street 

Hartford, Connecticut 06103-3402 
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